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Av ASSESSIRT oF [HE IMPACT OF InE
Sevcos preavNi L UTTLIZATION PROGRAM
One objective ot the School Personnel Utilization (SPU, progranm

is to train the personnel ot project schools to develop alte-native
patterns ! schoui .el:= nnel utilization (1 e., "flexible statfing')
which will result 1a nore effective teaching and learning env.ronwents.
Thus, SPU projects were expected, through training and orientaticn, to
enable their school perscnnel to Jdesign and luplement alternative
staffing patterns. Part 1 of this volume reports the extent to whlch
school personnel trained in SPU projects were able to identify a
"flexible staffing" apprvach to staffing problems, and to view the
flexible stalrfing approach as a desirable alternative to conventional
staffing patterns. Part 2 of this volume describes the alternative
staffing approaches being developed in terms of the goals of specific
staffing projects, the priorities placed on various goals, and‘the
degree to which the planning and implementation of high priority goals
has taken place. The results of this "impact' assessment we e returned
to each individual project in the hope that this feedback would assist

the projects in reaching their program goals.
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Sre s T t .t Lic bes cptiun aprd

Gesiia o trr e of Yltoraative Staffing Patterns
SlToauGt e
AD Ve s l fyoon P HEREN K1‘.!1\‘\"] Perecaueld Lttili‘
zation (90 v, e et A= 0L ted ou the aapact o1 the SP
Progras onovor S Ye v A s ot e evaluation tocured upon
the perce o0 s a SRR st e v v en achel perserael toward
selected princictc . ol —of{ Ltliization. bedasse of the erfort directed

toward tne di-scrinatior ¢ 1 . bl staffing principle: ameng indivi-

dnals witain the fureed o peo,.ars, informatlon concering perceptions
of fle=inl. —tn 3 o swcoud particularly relevant. Tnfeormation relating
to att.tuas. :ovasd .nese principles seemed espueclaliy important since

successful implementation of flexible staffing mode.s relles to a great
extent upon the receptive attitudes of the persounel.

The fallure of educitiinal i~~ovations shortly after the initial
implementation can often be attributed to a misunderstanding of the
concepts underlying the inncvations, or to participaits in the program
who are not receptive to <he new ide.s. It was hoped that feedback of
the results of this evaluation, at the local level as well as to the
USOE level, wculd help clarify such areas of misunderstanding in the
early stages of implementation. An implicit assumption in the success-
ful implementation of flexible staffing models is a clear undrrstanding
of the concepts underlying SPU as well as receptivity of all levels of
project personnel toward these concepts.

Two instruments were developed to assess the perception of and

receptivity toward flexible staffing concepts. The first form (Form 01)
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was b ooed te determine the effects of training and/or invelvorent
apon t.e abilit. oi parcticipants to discrivinate betuveen the chiarsotes-
{stics of flexihle and traditicnai patterns of scaffing.  The second
torwm (Porn 02) was developed to measure w.llingness to yparticipate 'n

a school with chnaracteristics of flexilble staviing.  Forns oo

are roproduced on full L Appendin i

Method

All federally-funded SPJ proijects were requested ta participate in
the survey. Prcject administrators received explicit Instructions for
distributing Forms 0l and 02 on a random basis to tneir pessonnel.
Fach respondent was asked to identify himself on a number of variables:
(a) project, (b) position in the educational svstem, (¢) school level,
(d) sex, and (e) vears of experience. Several schools which were not
impiementing SPU programs were included in the survey to serve as con-
trols. For both Forms 01 and 02 the distributions of respondents
according to affiliation with control or experimental schools and posi-

tion in the school system are given in Table 1.

Instruments

The final forms of the instcuments were preceded by several forms
whicn were subjected to formative evaluation. The first version was
evaluated by individual staff members of the Evaluation Training Center.
Foilowing revisions based on their comments, several members of the ETC
staff met with evaluators from the individual SPU projects at the

Leadership Training Institute (LTI) Conference held in Colorado on
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TABLY 1

Distribution by Positicn ot
Respondents to Forms 0l and 02

c . Form 01 Form 02
Position in the o _ﬁ_-,-_W._,__,__*_:leu__www.-_
schocl systei i ‘xperimental} Ccntrol Exrerimental | Control
e _._J_,§£1m_f)is~. _| Schools | _ Schonls ] Schools
Listrict Admiu-
istrative Stafr 31 J 27 N
lucal Adminis~
rrative Staff 74 5 ) 0
Facalty 655 44 566 4%
Non-'Teaching
Personnel 112 1 141 4
Consultants 3 0 8 0
dthers 47 4 133 14
jarentsz 0 0 98 8]
ot i 922 54 . 1039 62

. ——— e = -

October 18-22. The ETC staff administered draft versions of the proto-
type Ol and 02 instruments to the project evaluators who provided com-
ments which weie helpful in producing the final versions of the instru-
ments.

Forms 01 and 02 are identical except for the instructions which
precede the items. In both forms the first twelve 1ltems request the
classification information mentioned in the preceding section. These
questions are followad by brief instructions which explain the purpose
of the instrument and direct the respondent to answer the 31 scaling
items. All responses were made on an IBM answer sheet. The instruc-

tions also include a phrase which establishes a different response set
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fir wa Y for:e. the instrvctions of torm Ol inclade ti: ro1liawiny
phrase:

I personally perceive Flexible Staffing to be a
schoul corganization in which: !

The analogous part of Torm 02 is stated as follows:

1 would like to be a participant tteacher, aduin-
istrator, parent, etr.) in a school in which:

These phrases are follosed by the same 31 items which were to be oval -
ated on a rivce-point, agree-disagree scale. £4n exanple of ar 1tem ot

Form Ol is given below:

I perzunally perceive !"lexible Staffing G 5 o B
to e a school organization iu which: 2. F & Qg
; v & &
¢9é? & g o ¢94?
R A
13, individual teachers do their own jobs 0 1 2 3 4
independently of other members of the
staff.

Twenty-one of the items depict characteristics of flexible staffing:
ten of the items depict traditional staffing patterns and practices.

When reference 1s made to an item, an asterisk precedes the num-
ber of those items which represents traditional staffing patterns and
practices.

Data Collection

Procedures for administering the instruments were discussed and
revisgd at the LTI in Colorado. Survey forms and answer sheets were
later sent to administrative personnel of all federally-funded SPU
projects with explicit instructions for their administration. Essen~

tially, the instructions requested that members of the project staffs
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be randomlv assigned either Form Ol or Form 02. Approximately equal
numbers of both forms were distributed and returned.
Analysis

The Jata of Forms 0i and 02 were processed and tabulated by per-
sonnel at ETC and returned to respective project personnel with detailed
interpretatiois. These reports have not been included in this paper
since their purpose was to provide specific information about each
sroject staff, and was to be used in the project's internal formative
evaluation. The results presented in this repcrt compile and summarize
the responses of all projects without identifying specific projects.

For this summary, the data were transformed from the original five
response format (Strongly Agree, Agree, Uncertain, Disagree, Strongly
Disagres) to three categories--agree, uncertain, and disagree. The
percentages of responses for each item were tabulated for the two cate-
gories of: 1) control and experimental groups, and 2) position of the
respondent in the school system classifications. Chi-square analyses
of frequencies were then perforwed to determine if variations in re-
sponse patterns among the different classifications were greater than
that one might reasonably expect from chance. The chi-square analyses
were performed on contingency tables of: (a) item response (agree,
undecided, disagree) for control and experimental groups, (b) item
response versus school position, and (c) Form 01 item responses versus
Form 02 responses. This last analysis was performed separately for
administrators in the experimental group and teachers in the experimen-

tal group.
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The control/experimental chi-square analyses for item responses
form 2 x % contingency tables with twc degrees of freedom. The ol
square value needed to reject the nul) hypothesis that no statistical
association exists between the control and experinental groups in the
way tlieir members respond to an item is 9.21(p .01).

The cni-square value for rejecting the null hypothesis rel=-ing to
school pasition versus item response is 16.81 tor Form Ol (4 x 3 con-
tingency table, o6 degrees of freedom, p¢.01) and 20.09 for Form O:

(5 x 3 contingency table, 8 degrees of freedom, p<.0l). Rejection of
this hypothesis for an item will indicate that response to the item is
related to group membership and that frequencies for each position
chould be examined. Otherwise there is no statistical association
between school position and item response and the total percentage can
justifiably be considered representative of the total group's reaction
to the item.

The chi-square value for rejecting the null hypothesis that there
is no difference between receptivity and perception, Forms 01 and 02,
for an item 1s 9.21 (2 x 3 contingency table, 2 degrees of freedom,

p<€.01).

RESULTS

Form Ol - Perception of the Goals of SPU.

The 31 items were separated into six groups of items to facilitate
the discussion of the results. These groups represent six major dimen-
sions of the conceptual model of staff use proposed by DeBloois (1970)

and are titled as follows:
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Individualism

. Colleglality

Workflow Structures
Perpetuation Structures
. Systems Self Renewal

. Accountability

[« 31V, BV SUN VPR SS R

Tc des :ribe the results for the sia groups, the following pattern
of presentation is used. First, the questiounaire items ot each cate-
gory are reproduced with the '"traditional" items marked by an asterisk.
Se~ond, the percentage of respondents clioosing each response category
(agree, disagree, uncertain) and the chi-square values are shown. "he
percentages shown are for the combined experimental and control groups.
Where the percentages for these groups differ significantly, the
separate percentages are usually given in the text. Third, the signi-

ficant results are discussed.

Individualism. The following two items are included in the cate-

gory representing individualism.
11. teachers are encouraged to attain their own career
goals within the instructional staff even though the
goals of different teachers may vary widely

12. a teacher who 1s adept at working with small groups
may spend most of his time doing so

From the results presented in Table 2, the chi-square analysis demon-
strates that the respénses of the control and experimental groups were
quite similar, but that the differences according to school position
were mcre marked. Administrators and faculty members, as opposed to
non-teaching personnel and others, were in greater agreement that,
within flexible staffing, teachers are encouraged to seek thelr own
career goals and could work in a capacity most suited to their talents.

The high percentage of agreement by nearly all groups of respondents
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TABLE 2

Individualism

2 2
Item X" --Control- x"--School
Number =chool Fosition Agree Uncertain Disagree Experimental !n»sition

13.

11 Administrators 79.6 9 6.5
Facultyv 80.1 12.5 7.4
Non-teaching 68.2 26.4 5.5 0.47 15,74
Others - c4.l 18.5 7.4 (2df) (6dt)
Total 7% 5 14.5 7.1
12 Administratous §4.3 4.6 11.1
Faculty 72.4 9.6 18.0
Non-teaching 59.1 14.5 26.4 0.76 21.55%
Others 67.3 18.2 14.5
Total 71.9 10.1 18.0
*p<.01

to ticse items indicates that the concepts of flexible staffing which
relate to individualism were correctly perceived by many participants.

Collegiality. The area of collegiality is represented by the
following five 1tems:

**% 1. individual teachers do their own jobs independently cof other
members of the staff

2. 1informality is evident in instructional and administrative
intercom:r.unications

3. 1instructional problems are solved through a group process in-
volving teachers

4. teachers interact with administrators in group meetings as
equals even though their responsibilities differ in type and

amount

30. teachers usually approach faculty meetings with a sense of
responsibility for helping solve school problems

Summary statistics for these items are presented in Table 3. Vari-

ous positions within the school apparently perceive most of these items

** These items represent traditional staffing.
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YIS
Collegteltty
R . . b ;. PEWRN-T e m e » GA GcGbugh i oy e 4 A 8 —-—a e
Item x‘--Control- n"--Slhoa!
Nusber ool Fusition Agfie Uncertain Disagree UILxperimenta. . ‘sition
L L)Y Ad' {niatrators “.0 ..8 2.4
Faculty 11.9 . a2 A
Non-te iching 1.9 10.0 7%.9% 9, 3% I KA
gt ey a7 9.0 | XS ] 1241 (KAl
MCTI A 11 ¢ 5] 8.1
J Adr in.ntratore L ) 2.1 0.6
Va 1 LV LY | 16 . ¢ 19.2
Son teaching 76.8 1.2 129 7.9) LR
I 1.7 13.2 1%.1
Total 66 .4 15.) 18.46
b A nistrators 0.7 5.6 3.7
Fac oty 06.9 7.9 7.2
%+ . aching us.? 5.4 .9 1.40 $.2R
Othegi wn .)-‘ 3.9% 10.'
Intal 8%.6 7.2 7.2
4 Admintstrators 80.4 11.2 8.4
Faculty 76.) 11.2 12.9
Nun- teaching 73.2 19.6 7.1 11.09¢ 12. )5
Others 67.) 20.0 12.7
Total 75.9 12.7 11.¢
30 Administrators 8.1 5.6 10.)
Faculty 78.6 10.2 11.2
Non-teaching 8%.7 9.0 4.9 1.482 7.8)
Others 8.6 9.1 7.}
Tot :" 80.) 9.6 1n.1
eteTraditional Item .0

similarly. There 1o & significant diflerence among responses classified
sccurding to schoc! position fer the traditienslly eoriented statement
that teachers do their jebe independently. The adninistrators revesled
the hest understendiag of this eomcept (1.s., 92.6%), yot at lesst 792

of the other respendeant greups disagreed asleo.
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L e twe . - m .t tats group () and W) whacn ¢
sulving sirstegies resulted ‘.2 greater them 75°. a. s
Ine tlexitle ostotting concepts ot facluding teachers 1o .1.ip pr.tler
solvitg practi.es seens to heve Leen wel! understoc'’ iews wall under-
stoud .evre the .(cacepts (2 and &) relating to faculty and «dmin.etrative
interaction. OUnly 6% cf the rvspondents agreed that in‘formality shoula
te evident In communi.etions hetween {nstructional aud edministrati
personnel. pon closer examinetion, Lt sppears that adrinistrazers
fa.ulty k1 -ups wefw In less sgfeement sbout this conceit thun “ere the
othel t.o ateups. ihe experimental end control groups Jditiered signtfi:
(artl: in the.s rvsponse to the concept of sdministrators und faculty
inteie ting as equale (#4). Only 572 of the control as a vhole agreed
with "¢ statament whareas ?72 of the experimeatal aroup agreed. This
implies that the control group has retained & mors traditional (oncept
of feculty-sdministrative iateraction. The responsas in the agree
column for this item would be several percentage points higher thra tor
the experimental group alome. It is interesting to note that valy 662
of the respondents agreed that informality is acceptabla in intercommun-
{cation between administrators end instructional personnel yet 76%
agfeed that persone in these positions may intaract as equals. Perhaps
the faculty end sdministrators sas & need for formalising some forms of
fntercommmication.

Werkflow strurguges. The following nine items are included within
the category of workflow structures!

9. teachers interview, individually or collectively., applicants

for tnstructionsl positiome--amnd their response usually
determines wvhether or not the applicant is hired.
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#),. «3. te.o 1 plepifes his yearly curriculum cutline on ris
2v. the netividnal teacher exercises consideran’ S
celecting the trnics which he will fnclude 2 .
which he tealaes,
%5,  the admin!<tration ussumes responsibility for jianuing tro fo-
«tructiona: program, and the teachers devote their attentiocr
te ft- ampuonentation.

#135. 4t {5 assumed that the tvpicsl teacher prefers to be dircet. .
and therctote must be clcsely supervised in order to achieve
sclhioo]l ohjectives.

17, . reth.d used [or sclving problecs §8 based on the as . urptio
ti.t ingenuity and crestivity are wide!y distcibuted arong
«choo!l pefscanel.

*1h, there are detsiled written policiee regulating teacher behavior.

17. teachers who do not wish to carry a full workload are employed
ss instructionsl perecanel on & part-time basie.

18. the inetructional steff mey decide to purchase $8,000 worth of
self-inetructional materisle imstead of filling an authorized
teaching position.

From the results summarised in Table 4, it can be concluded that
the experimental and coatrol groups respsnded similarly to all nine iteme.
Mowever, there vere significeat difSasemssm on four items (3, 25, 17, and
18) among Treeponses of the differemt pesitiem groups. These items re-
lated to differentiation of respomaibilasies, teacher authority, part-
time employment of instructiomsl persomssl, snd purchase of equipment ae
an slternative to filling am suthorised position. The sdminietratore’
reeponeee revealed the best understanding of tho'conccpt. and the non-
teaching pereonnel, the least. The ramge of responsee in the expected
direction vae from 25% to 93%.

On item number 25, 703 of the respondents disagreed that the teacher

should prepare his own yearly curriculuan. Thie response wae coneietent

with the expectatione for that particular item. In contraet to thie,




e ik

[tem

workflo.

TAkLE &

Structutes

x2~-Coutrol-

R YT

Number ~ Lol tosition Apre Uneertiin Disagree Experirmental Positien
LA Sl auistrators N .8
Facule: W, »
“or-toaching 14 3 16.% 0.31 LRI
(3] 3TN lio. 4 .6 o (2df) (hdt)
Total 9.5 7.7 82.8
9 Ad fuistrators 60.2 25.V 14,8
barvlty S4.7 20.3 24,9
“on-teaching 47.3 14,6 33.0 8.88 10.54
Others 58.2 18.7 2.6
fetal 54.7 20.7 24.7
)5 ‘vrstrators 11.1 10.. 78.7
Pt 19.7 12.6 €8.1
Lor-letehing 14,4 29.7 55.9 0.31 33.97*
Oters 29,1 14.5 56. 4
Total 18.4 14.4 67.2
w428  Administrators 56.5 11.12 32.4
Faculty 63.4 15.¢ 20.8
Noo - toschiag 50.9 21.« 27.7 .53 15.20
Ot ern 63.0 9.1 27.8
Toeal 61.1 15.¢ 23.3
LA oeaniniszrsgors 2.8 5.6 9l1.6
Facult: 4.6 5.2 90.2
Non-tea.ning 5.4 6. 88.4 .62 1.30
Others 5.6 5.6 88.9
Total 4.5 5.4 90.1
15 Adninistrators 84.3 6.5 9.3
Faculty 74.4 14.¢ 11.1
Non-teaching 73.0 16. . 10.8 6.22 7.10
Others 76.4 10.9 12.7
Total 75.4 13. 11.0
#%]16 Administrators 25.0 14.» 60.2
Faculty 23.6 18.« 58.0
Non-teaching 32.4 19.» 47.7 -.00 6.67
Others 27.3 1. 50.9
Total 25.0 18.. 56.7
17 Administracors 66.7 8.3 25.0
Facuity 61.6 20.4 13.0
Non teackcny 46.8 28.~ 24.3 -.77 20,16%
Others 613.6 20.¢ 16.4
Total 60.6 20.¢ 19.4
18 Administracors 61.1 12. 26.9
Faculty 46.4 25.0 27.9
ion- teaching 23.4 36.0 40.5 3.67 40.60%
Uthers 32.7 25.5 41.8
Total 44.7 25.3 30.0
P Y PR I R N | ? o ﬁn/.Ol

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI



-13-

the majority of thr ressoadents reacted to ite- 28, relating tu teache:
autonumy {1 selectii:g ..urse topics, in the wrong direction. sSixtv-one
percent indicated that teacher autonos: i< an underlying concept of
flexi' ~ ~taffing. This : idictory to the conc! .on,
based vn items 5 aad 25, trat curriculum design is a group etfort.
Agreercit with the concept of autonomous selection of course topics, vet
disagreermer.t 7ith the concept of individual preparation of a yearl:
curriculum mav indicate tnat teachers are wiiling to have others do the

planr‘ng a- long as they can do as they choose in thelr own classrooms.

Th. 1 relat:ng to hiring teacher apyp icants revealed the yreat-
esl misu r-tandin. . Only apout 55% of the respondents agreed th.,
te: - hers  ve so cericial a ro.  in hiring proepective colleagues

t' r response genarally deteraines whether an spplicant 1s hired.
Ninety percent of t:- respoients disagreed with the statement that
teachers nced and want to b- closely supervised. Seventy-five perce
agreed that ingenuitv anc tivity are widely distributed among sciivol
personnel, but only 57% disagreed that flexible staffing embodies speci-
fication of detalled written policies regulating teacher behavior.

Four of the nin. items 9, 16, 17 aad 18) in this grouping revealed
nisunderstending of .mcests of workflow structwres in flexible sta- ing
by a larpc percentage of reepmndents. The only item that revealed
understanding by 90 of ths -espondents dealt with the desirability of
close supervision vt teachers, which might be considered uncharacteris-
tic of thi practice of traditional staffing ss well.

Parpetuation structures. The eight items listed below compose the

category o! perpetuation structures:
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n. teachers who have der nszrated exceprional skili and espertise
as instructors recei-e izstructional responsibilities and
salaries considerabl at:ve that of other teachers.

%%7, the oppecrtunity exis:- - r a teacher tv serve half-cime as
an admiristrator anc 1a.--time as an instructor.

wxx](), teahers, with few e..ejziuns, have duties and respensibilities
wirich are different =+ in regard to -subject area or grade
level.
14. there is a d-liberat. attempt co recru.t teachers who-o special

intere:ts and abilitzes are consistent with school objectives.

19. teachers oce employe. ~— the basis of their interests ad
special abilities as -=L1 as on their certification status.

20. tcachers are providec i service training opportunities lead-
ing to ncreased insi=.x= _onal responsi’_lity and increase’
pay.

21. paraprofessionals anz .chetr nom-certified personnel are u< |
in the .lassroom as .:structiomal asslstants.

>

). ypromotions and advamcessnts are -ased om evaluations of
teachers' performancs rv subordimates, peers, superiors. . |
stidents.

The responses to these izess ave s;ummarized in Table 5. The e ner-
{mental and control schools mmspomsec imilarly on all but item *7.
Fifty-one percent of those mupendeuts cisssified as experimental agreed
that the opportunity for a teass.er to serve half-time as an ade 1.stra-

tor was typical of flexible se.:ting., whereas only 302 of those classi-

fied as control agreed. Sims : .s wes one of the items -naracteristic

of traaitional staffing patnms~ - sppears that informarion disssmina-
tion or this aspect of flex: staffimg may have been misleading. ’he
percentages in the disagree . .mmm fes this item would be several per-

centage points lower if the comzscl schools were removed.
~ignificant difterences + = roumd in responses according to scnool

posit:on on the items (6, i ), ad 22) relating to promotion of

*#These items represent tramit . wa! - affing
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TABLL 5

Ferpetuation Structures

o Sz s = TT=TmI o fL. T T ISR —z = By =

) 4
Item x“=--Control- x~--Schoel

Number Scioul Position Agrec Uncert:in Disagree Experimental Position

6 AMdministrators 73.8 15.0 11.2

Faculty 47.0 23.7 20,3
Non-teacling 33.3 28.8 37.8 4.67 40, 18%*
Others 49.1 27.3 23.6 (2df) (pdf)
Total 48.5 255 28.0
*% 7 Administrators 48.1 RIYINA 31.5
Faculty 50.7 21.2 28.1
Non-teaching 38.7 26.1 35.1 13.03% 8.8
others 61.1 16.7 22.2
Total 49,6 21,4 28.9
*% 40 Administrators 20,6 ¢33 61.1
Faculty 32.9 17.3 49.8
Non-teaching 55.6 5,0 28.7 4,364 32.04
Others 40,7 11.1 48.1
Total 35.5 15.9 48.6
14 Adriinistrators 83.3 3.3 8.3
Faculity 60.8 17.6 12.6
Nor-teaching 62.5 23.2 14.3 7.59 14.11
Others 65.5 23.6 10.9
Total 70.2 17.6 12.2
19 Administrators 92.6 3.7 3.7
Faculty 87.4 6.2 6.5
Non-teaching 84.8 12.5 2.7 0.49 11.85
Others 87.3 9.1 3.6
Total 87.7 6.8 5.6
20 Administrators 89.8 2.8 7.4
Faculty 82.4 9.5 8.2
Non-teaching 75.7 19.8 4.5 5.00 20.80"
Others 87.3 7.3 5.5
Total 82.7 9.8 7.5
21 Administrators 94.4 2.8 2.8
Faculty 85.9 5.2 8.9
Non-teaching 89.2 5.5 6.3 8.22 11.75
Others 94.5 ' 0.0
Total 87.7 4.8 7.4
22 Administrators 73.1 10.2 16.7
Faculty 54.2 21.9 23.9
Non-teaching 53.2 29.7 17.1 0.29 21.867
Others 65.5 18.2 16.4
21.9

Total 56.8 21.3

wwTraditional Item *p<.01
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teachers wnoe demonstrate exceptiosnal skill and expertise- differentiited
responsibilities: in-service training opportunities: and methods ¢t pro-
motion based on evaluatious by subordinates, peers, superiors, ang stu-
dents. More of the administrators (70%) responded in the expected direc
tion than did those in other gronps. This difference is quite marked tof
item #10 relating to teacher spevialization beyond subject matter or
grade level, and item #6 concerning teacher expert:se. Except for admiv:
istratsrs, tre level of afgfectsnt was r-elativelw iow for these {7 < ame
for itewm ~27 Je..iug with pro .tion. ¥.rceptics »f the item rela:.ag to
in-scervice traizing (item #20, seems mc.e accuraze than that of t°  threec
iters just mentioned, since at _east 75 of tne respondents in eac group
correctly perceived it as representative of flexible staffing. Or the
three reoaining items (lé. 19, and 21) 7% agrzed that teachers whc have
abilities and interests which are conasistent with school objectives are
recruited, yet nearly 88% agreec that teachers are hired on the basis of
their interests and abilities as well as their certification status
Eighty-eight percent also agreed that the use of non-certified personnel
in the classroom is a characteristic of flexible staffing patterns.

Systems self-renewal. The following two items relate to systens

self-renewal:
*8. teachers generally feel that universities, demonstration
schools, and research centers are set up for developing and
- testing mew educational theories: this is not a part of the
classroowr sele.

26. teachers’ instructional activities are determined by written
instructional goals.

The response summaries of these items are presented in Table 6.

Significant diffevences berween experimental and msntrol respondents were
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TaoLk 6
Systems Selr-Renewal

e e e+ e ——— = . e —— - - e e —————— e ——— e — e e —

2
Ttem x“--Control- N
our! T tion  oree "ncert.in  Disagree Expe.imental Position
**8  Adminiscritors 1l.u 10 77.8
Faculty i1.7 1.4 74.1
Non-teaching 15.2 107 49.1 76 42,24%
Other 18.. iz 2 63.6
Total 12.8 le 71.0
2%26 Admiinist, aturs 75. . 1.6 9.3
Faculty 59.2 17.3 23.5
Non-:caching 53.2 29.7 17.1 u. 80 29.36*
Other 45.5 29.1 25.5
Totas 59.6 19,1 21.3
**=Tradicionzi tem *p4.01
found : : itew number 26. the flexible staffing -omcept in thi¢c category.

Sixty percent of the experimental group agreed wirn this item whereas
only 44% of the control group agreed.

Both of the items, revealed significant differences among school
position classifications. Respondents in the administration category
showed the sttong&st response in the predicted direction for these items.
Approximately 80% disagweed that concepts of flexible staffing oppose
developing and testing educational theories in the normal classroom, and
76% agreed that teachers' instructional activities would be determined
by written goals.

Accoungability. Five items, listed below, are included in the

category relating to accountabiliry.

23. the school periodically explains to pareats aamd to the public
in general the objectives of the scheol amd the extent to
which they are mst.



~1§-

%24 L o f the .cathiers | tire .s spent in instructicnal activi-
Lice which cotint e w.alnated in terms of student behavier.
27. pupils' achivveneut s 0 lacrer eed ol CIPER TR R

cfor ancoe
N Ctare avpropriations are reiated to educatiovnal objectives.

31, e huol pericdically asks parents and the public for the .1
S..ns uho.t sehool policy and objectlves

Res: , 1 U o= re-Delises to thuese Items ave summarized in Table
There we- dgrificant Jdifio-lnces Jor either of the two tvpes .
vl 7

Accuir tabilicy

=T xz—-Control— xz--School
sumber Scio. Sticn | Agree  lneortiain Disagree Experimental Position
S, harioe iLOrS 43,32 h.> .0 '
raci. <90.0 0.2 3.9
Non-te ing 92.0 3.0 4.5 3.94 7.99
Other 94.5 5.5 0.0 (2df) (6df)
Total 90.8 2.9 3.3
L YIA Admin_strators 17.6 14.8 67.6
Facul= 31.0 2i.3 47.7
Non-toaching 30.6 24.3 45.0 1.11 27.74%
Other: 47.3 25.5 27.3
Total 30.4 21.2 48.5
27 Admin:strators 66.7 15.7 17.6
Faculry 47.6 21.1 31.3
Non-teaching 58.9 17.9 23.2 9.39% 22.59*
Other:- 61.8 23.6 14.5
Total 51.% 20.3 27.9
29 Admin_strators 86.1 9.3 4.6
Facul.v 68.7 18.8 12.5
Non-t- :ching 60.4 27.0 12.6 4.50 21.57%
Other: 72.7 12.7 14.5
Tota. 69.9 18.3 11.7
31 Admin s>:rators 86.1 7.4 6.5
Facul Ta4.7 13.7 11.7
Nofi-Le. .ring 2.0 10.8 7.2 3.28 15.05
Others 90.9 5.5 3.6
Total ~7.7 12.2 10.1

ww=Traditiona: [tem *p<.01
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the role »f tne o T o oL o the resuondents waieed

that ashiog toe pub oo Lhel” oo oot ool peiten is o3 cart of

flexible starfirn,..

fhe expoeciceini o B x ‘ e o e significaentt ittt
response tu item 07 oL aocar w0 oo a0 Teven Lt in evaluatin, tes bors’
perforrance. The eap  @eidlol sUniecst. tore in greater agreeloent (5370
with t~is Loerm wnan coe o0 it N ColY e recntages renevted In
the agree coliwn weuld be s .o ! Lerreot e points hfigher if controls
were omitted., Both this itm an. . Hther iterm (24) relating to evalu-

ation revealed signiticant doliclenicos wnng responses classiiied accord-
ing to sceosl positions.  On ates 7o which suggests student achievement
shoﬁld hae no hearing on the cvaincticn of teachers, 60% of the adminis-
trative responses were in disagreement and only 487 of the faculty
disagreed. Forty-eight of those respondents classified as "others' agreed
with the concept item. The aduinistrators revealed the greatest under-
standing of the concepts. liowever, noue of the percentages in any re-
spondent category exceeded 70 in the expected direction and most were
around 50%. 1t appears that only about half the respondents correctly
perceive flexible staffing to embody pupils' nachievement as a tactor in
evaluating teachers' performance and traditional staffing to include
teacher activities which have no effect on student behavior.

Eighty-six percent of the administrators agreed that budgetary
appropriations are related to educational objectives in flexible staffing.
Only about 707% of the other groups agreed with this concept. Since the

faculty and other groups in flexible statfing share the decision-making
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responsinhility, it would seem that all groups should be aware ot snuch a
basic concept as was expressed in this item.

Conclusion. In comparison with the control subjects, tie experi-
mental subjects :.re frequently responded in a manner consistent with
the principles <: flexible staffing on 27 of 31 items, although only
four of the thirt,-one chi-square tests were significant at the AR
level. Since the control subjects were selected by administrators of
SPU progrars anc were employed in school aistricts where SPU models
were being implemented, it is not surprising that the control groups
were also quite snowledgeable about concepts of flexible staffing. It
is especially interesting to note that discrimination between these two
groups was possiile only on the concepts summarized below.

(1) Teachers and administrators interact as equals.

(2) Teachers also serve part-time as administrators.
(3) Teachers' instructional activities are determined by written

goals.
(4) Pupils’' achievement is a factor in evaluating teacher per-
formance.

Differences in responses were statistically significant for 15 of
the 31 items when subjects were classified according to school position.
These items were spread out widely among the different categories. How-
ever, they related primarily to duties of teachers, evaluation of
teachers, design of imstruction, and the role of the public. There
was greater agreement among groups on the items relating to the super-
vision of teachers, interaction of teachers and administrators,
employment practices, problem solving strategies, and budget. This is
an interesting trend which seems to indicate that members of the dif-

ferent groups are in greater agreement on some issues than others.
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in vieving the items as a whole, the administrators gave the highest

consensus response in the expected direction and the non-teaching e
sonnel seemed the most uncertain. Overall, most of the responses wer.

in the intended direction and above the 50% level. However, two ‘ctems
were answered in the wrong direction. ‘ihat is, mcre respondents agreed
than disagreed that teachers serving simultaneously as instructor and
administrator and teachers autonomously selecting their course topics
were representative of flexible staffing. These items were intended o

represent traditional practice. 4

Form 02 - Receptivity to the Goals of SPL.

The percentages of responses for each school position and the re-
sults of the chi-square analysis for Form 02 are presented on the follow—-
ing pages. The format followed for the presentation of these results is
jdentical to that used for Form 01, except that parental responses are
included in the results.

Individualism. The two items listed below represent the individual-

ism category.
11. teachers are encouraged to attain their own career goals within
the instructional staff even though the goals of different
teachers may vary widely.

12. a teacher who is adept at working with small groups may spend
most of his time doing so.

The summarized responses to these items are presented in Table 8.
The experimental and control groups differed significantly in the propor-
tion of respondents who irdicated thar they would like to be a partici-
pant in a school where a teacher could spend most of his time working

with small groups. Seventy-one percent of the experimental subjects were
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TABLE 8
Individualism
s > = d
Item x“=-Contrecl- x --School
Number School Position Agree Uncertain Disagree Experimental Position
11 Administrators 83.9 8.6 7.5
Faculty 79.0 14.9 6.1
Non-teaching 76.4 15.7 7.9
Others 75.2 17.9 6.9 ?53?> (‘éa‘;‘;’
Parents 77.1 16.7 6.3 ’
Total 78.4 15.1 6.9
12 Administrators 76.3 6.5 17.2
Faculty 71.9 11.3 16.9
Non-teaching 59.9 19.0 21.1 x
Others 72.1 15.6 12.2 12.06 19.49
Parents 70.1 18.6 11.3
Total 70.5 13.1 16.3
*p<,01

in favor of this, whereas only 58% of the controls agreed. The propor-
tions in the agree column for this item would be several percentage points
higher if the controls were omitted. Of the total group of respondents,
more than 70% agreed that they would like to participate in a sys®em where’
a teacher could spend most of his time working with small groups. F(urther-
more, 78% agreed that they would like to participate in a schoo. where
teachers are encouraged to attain their career goals even though the goals
of different teachers might differ widely.

Collegiality. The five items listed below compose the collegiality
category.

*1. individual teachers do their own jobs independently of other
members of the staff.

2. informality is evident in instructional and administrative
inter-communications.
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castructional problons are solved through a group prooe s
tavelving teachenrs,

teachers fnteract Jith ddeministrators tn proup rectings s
cquals even thouxh thel: respondibilities ditfer in type and

anount.

. teachers usually approach faculty meetings with a sense of
responsibility for help.nyg solve school problems.

A summary of tie responses for these five ftens {s reperted in

Table 7. Lxperimental and contrcl groups differed significantly in

fARLE 9
Collegiality
LTI Lozl T LTI LSt 2 :l’:.:.z:::...—“'::_::_%f: T LT
Item x--Control- x --School
Number Schoul Position Agree lUncertain Disapree Experimental Position _
hd! Administrators 16.1 4.3 79.6
Faculty 16.5 9.1 74.4
Nen-teaching 20.6 13.5 66.0 10. 524 15.63
Others 22.6 7.5 69.9 (2df) (84f)
Parents 27.1 7.3 65.6 -
Total 18.8 8.9 72.4
2 Administrators 76.3 12.9 10.8
Faculty 70.6 14.3 15.1
Non-Teaching 63.9 17.4 18.8
Others 69.6 11.5 18.9 2.43 17.19
Parents 56.4 14.9 28.7
Total 65.8 14.3 16.9
3 Administrators 88.0 3.3 8.7
Faculty 87.6 7.2 5.1
Non-teaching 83.3 9.0 7.6
Others 89.0 7.5 3.4 2.00 7.73
Parents 84.5 9.3 6.2
Total 87.0 7.4 5.6
4 Administrators 82.8 8.6 8.6
Faculty 86.3 5.9 7.7
Non-teaching 73.9 17.6 8.5 * *
Others 79.9 6.3 13.9 9.78 27.87
Parents 81.3 9.4 9.4
Total 83.1 8.0 8.9
30 Administrators 90.3 4.3 5.4
Faculty 91.6 3.1 5.3
Non-teaching 92.8 4.3 2.9 .
Others 95.2 4.1 0.7 0.70 12.56
Parents 97.9 1.0 1.0
Total 92.7 3.3 4.0

O #eTraditional Item T xp<.01
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thelr reaction to two items (1 and 4). Of the vxperimental respondents,
737 indicated that they did nut wish to participate in a school where
teachers do their jubs independently and nearly 83% indicated that they
would like to participate in a school where teachers interact with
administrators in group meetings as equals. As might be expected, the
contrcl group revealed a more traditional attitude with 58Y disagreeing
with the first of these 1tems and 72% agreeing with the second. The
percentage responses in the respective disagree and agree columns for
these items would be slighitly higher 1if the controls were removed.

A significant difference in responses according to school position
was also found for item 4 relating to interaction of administrators and
teachers as equals in group meetings. The teachers displayed greater
receptivity towards this idea, by several percentage points, than did
the administrators. The other item (2) relating to administrator-
teacher interaction did not reveal significant differences in the re-
sponses classified according to school position. In this case 7€¢% of
the administrators were in favor of informality in inter-communication
with teachers as opposed to only 71X of the teachers.

’Group differences were not significant for the other two items
in this group (3 and 30), and responses were generally quite favorable
in the expected direction. Approximately 9¢ .pondents were
receptive toward participation in a school where in .uctional problems
are solved through a group process involving teachers and where the
teacher§ feel a responsibility for helping solve school problems. It
is interesting to note such a similar result in two items which were

closely related but widely separated on the survey form.
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Werktlow structures. The six items listed below fall within the

category of workflow structures.
9. teachers interview, individually or collectively, applicants
for instructional positions--their response usually deter-

mines whether or not the applicant is hired.

*%25.  .a.h teacher prepares his yearly curric :lum outline on his
own,

*%28. the individual teacher excrcises considerable autonomy in
yolecting the topics which he will include in courses which
he teaches.

x%5. rhe administration assumes responsibility for planuing tne
instructional program. and teachers devcte their attention
to its implementation.

*x13. 1t is assumed that the typical teacher prefers to be directed
and therefore must be closely supervised in order to achieve
school objectives.

15. e method used for solving problems is based on the assump-
tion that ingenuity and creativity are widely distributed

aucng school personnel.

*%16. there are detailed written policies regulating teacher be-
havior.

17. teachers who do not wish to carry a full workload are
employed as instructional personnel on a part-time basis.

18. the instructional staff may decide to purchase $8,000 worth
of self-instructional materials instead of filling an author-
ized teaching position.

As is evident in Table 10, the experimental and control groups do
not differ significantly on any items. The groups, differentiated
according to school position, differed significantly on all of the items
except the one (15) expressing the assur tic ing - and creativ-
ity are widely distributed among sci: . ; .. ..uc.. Here, nearly 76%

of the respondents indicated that they would like to participate in such

a school and nearly 16% were uncertain.

**These items represent traditional staffing.
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Uther . [
Forens, AP .
Totut 3.0 .
AL Admintetrators e
Facult RN i
Noneteachiag A AN Ite 17,958
Cthers Jhad S
Parents SO0 20
Teta, 23.5 lu,
* o3 Adutnlatrators 61,3 1o
Faculty 61.) 17,6 ~ -
Hoa-teaching 48.6 28.6 0,49 22.00#
Others 51,2 20,6
’ Parents 45,4 25 3
Total 5.1 19.7
A%5  Administrators 11.8 2.2
Faculty 8.7 5.9
Non-teaching 19.9 0.6 o 1,02 130.03#
Others 25.9% 11.° (24f) (8df)
Parents 37.6 18.) .
Total 15,2 9.4 N
**13 Administrators 9.7 (38 ] 3
Faculty 3.8 .9 -
Non-teaching 17.0 B 1,10 63,4748
Others 10.9 ’
Parents 19.6 [ AN J
Total 8.4 g
15 Administrators 84.9
Faculty 76.5 1 ‘
Non-tcaching 698.3 1 3 6.16 12,44
Others 75.2 p . 3 '
Parents 70.8 1>. 3
Total 75.6 14 4.5
A% 16 Administratora 29,3 13. 57.6
Faculty 27.5 13,8 58.7
Non-teaching $0.0 20.3 29.4 5.02 71,7234
Others 42,5 13.0 44.5
Parents $4.6 18,6 26.8
Total 35.1 13,9 50.0
17  Administrators 71.0 14,0 15,1
Faculty 72.7 13,7 13,7
Non-teaching 58,2 2,1 17,7 6,85 28.92¢
Others 70.1 17,0 12.9
Parents 60.8 10.) 28.9
Total 69,2 15,2 15.6
18 Administrators 54.8 15.1 30.1
Faculty 40.4 22,6 3?.0
Non-teaching 19.9 29,1 51.1 2,46 61.10%
Others 27.4 26,7 1.9
Parents 15.6 24, .
Total 35, 2’
** Traditional Items #p¢.01
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In - «aining - fe s (9, 25, .- . 16, 17, and 1
. admz: fators and -« ' -ve responde . avorab.v in t
cctec  Lrectic  tha: s of the . ti- “nree groups. Mor:
.« . 85% : admin.str: caculty disagreed with item #5 statin
‘at planning is .- . ive domain anc immp.ementati.n of thes:
. ns should e, a.ulty. Sixty —=rc--t of non-teachers
agree .. w: .le irents responc—_ :1sagreed and 36%
"“'GEd‘, The -ang: (re concerning wierher teachers should
.4ave a .ajor role i -irz  ~ospective colleagues was from 27X for

parents and "'other' .iscame to 60% for faculty and administrators.

Of -he groups Tesoson . the parents appear to be the least recep-
tive to . ncepts unwtaplrimg - °xible staffing. For example, approxi-
mately 90. of the te.. »w . 24 administrators wer¢ nreceptive toward
the idea that the - -mce teéwner likes to be supervised closely (#13)
whereas only 70% o- =n. .emears were unreceptive: about 58% of the
teachers and admin.arrar ‘e ‘ere unreceptive toward detailed written
policies regulating cemcwsr behavior (#16) as opposed to only 27% of
the parents; 71% cf the wwachers and administrators were in favor of
employing part-time teamwe.: (#17) as opposed to 61% of the parents-
and 407 © the teachers a . 3% of the administrators as opposed to
15% of tue parents were :n tavor of giving the inmstructional staff
freedom ™ purchase self :m»sT ctional materials with funds authorized
for a teaching position *t:

Al tems were answwssse gmmerally in the expected dimectim
except : 1 28 whicd ~—late- e tonomy of the “e- Li. sele t-

ing his :urse top s. ~ s percent of the administ  'tors and



teachers w.-'.ed to particisate . . - -re teache zzxtonoumy I

this funct: . was evident. Onl I ¢ arents we in favor
such teacr.- autonomy. It is .. vt compare - se YesSponse-
to those « the item (25) express—a < _ _ept that -~ teacher pr
pare hi- n yearly curriculum JutdL He , about - of the admin-
istrators and faculty and 345 .- -he :rer disagre=: - ith the con.
These rost.ouses seem incompati-.= un or interpr- ‘ter. 28 as
complete autonomy and item 25 a+ ml i autono~ - . a pre-
determinec set of curriculum opz:-uns er interpret - 1 woul’

that, since teachers implement e pirayram they inevitar determznc
the curriculum.

Perpetuation structures. Eight Jtc - reproduced below ., are

included in the group relating to secpetumtion structures.

o. teachers who have demonstratex emceptional skill amxd expertise
as instructors receive imegyuc=ismal respomsibilities anc
salaries considerably abmwe that of other tmmchers.

*7. the opportunity exists ow a sescmer to sexve half-time as an
administrator and half-tioee ms =a Sastructor.

*10. teachers, with few exceprammm., bdswe duties and responsibili-
ties which are different smlv im regard to subject area or
grade level.

14. there is a deliberate atasmpt %o mmcruit temchers whose
special interests and shilftiem sse consistent with scho. -
objectives.

19. teachers are employed sa th- vasis of their inmmrests anc
special abilities as well e+ s their certificsrion states.

20. teachers are provided in-ssrvéer training oppsrzunities o
ing to increased instructiomsl smsponsibility end incresmed

pay.

21. paraprofessionais and other non-eartified persemmel are wed
in the classroom as ingtyxtiomal assistamts.

22. promotisms and sdvan_ewents ale based o ewmiue’ uam ©
teachers performance by subordinates, peefs. < 'wWeT O and
students.
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Tae 1espons-~s to tuese items are summarized in Table 11. roc
items (iU, 4, -.. anc 22) in this group revealed significant dift:
ences in the respousc= of "ne control and experimental groups. Foo

one percent of the experimental grceup indicated that they would lis

to participate in a school where teachers have duties and responsi:
ties which are different only in regard to subject area or grade le
and 40% of this group disagreed with this idea. These percentages

the controi group were 63% and 18%, respectively. Although the dit:
ences between the control and the experimental groups were substanti.
in absolute terms, the response of the experimental group to this it
is somewhat discouraging since vertical and horizontal differentiati.
of duties and responsibilities is perhaps the most fundamental concer
of differentiated staffing. The responses in the disagree column of
tis table would be several percentage points higher with the responses
of the controls removed. However, the receptivity of the various
groups classified according to school position was still quite discour-
aging.

Eighty percent of the experimental group as opposed to 61% of the
control group was receptive toward working in a school where teachers
whose abilities and interests are consistent with school objectives
(#14) are recruited; 82X of the experimental group as opposed to 68%
of the control group was receptive toward the use of non-certified per-
sonnel as instructional aides in the classroom (#21): and 57X of the
experimental group as opposed to 32X of the control group was receptive
toward promoting teachers on the basis of evaluation by subordinates,

peers, superiors, and students (#22). The percentages in the agree
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TABLE 11

De uw:"10n Ntracte
Item Nrme c T x4-=5choo
Number 1« 00l Position A« - Uncertain Disagr- Fxper ‘menta. Position
6 Jinistrators 9. I
Looulty -5 2. 29.2
W -teaching " 25.7 16.7 €.y 2.8°
Ot - rs oo 23.8 1-..3 (-2f) (B4t
Parents e 20.8 1..5
Totai 5 . 21.° 253.2
ix7 Admi-istrators N | 14. 28.0
Faci!lty 1.2 7.5 31.6
Non-teaching 34.0 23.0 42 .4 2.7 51.01
Others (3.5 34.0 22.4
Parents 29.2 25.0 45.8
Total 46.5 20.8 2.7
*%10 administrators 31.5 10.9 57.6
Faculty 41.1 18.9 40.0
Nen-teaching 1.4 20.« 28,2 15.33% 30.37%
Others 38.2 20.8 41.0
Parents 1.0 24.0 25.0
Total +2.,2 19.1 38.7
14 Administrators 6.1 8.6 4.3
Faculty 78.8 13.5 7.7
Non-teac=ing 65.5 15.1 19.4 19.38% 30.80%
Others 81.6 10.6 7.5
Parents 84.5 6.2 9.3
Total 8.7 12.3 9.0
19 Administrators ~8.2 9.7 2.2
Fa ulty 2.4 4.3 3.3
Non-teaching 57.5 8.3 4.2 o.11 11.71
Others 95.1 3.5 1.4
Parents 93.8 4.1 2.1
Total 91.9 5.2 2.9
20 Administrators 86.0 9.7 4.3
Faculty 46.5 7.9 5.6
Non-teaching 76.2 13.3 10.5 1.55 13.63
Others 7.0 8.9 4.1
Parents 85.6 11.3 3.1
Total 45.1 9.2 5.7
21 Administrators - .6 2.2 3.2
Faculry b2.3 7.4 11.3
Non-teaching an_s 8.4 9.8 9.81% 27 .26%
Otners K. 11.1 8.3
Parents «2.0 10.3 21.6
Total 8.2 7.8 11.0
22 Administrators 3.1 10.8 16.1
Faculty -4.0 21.3 29.7
Non-teaching 34.9 8.6 2.6 14.27% 32.24%
sthers 7.6 15.2 17.2
Parents 59.8 15.5 24.7
Total 55.0 18.7 26.3
O
[ERJ!:‘ **% Traditional Items p €.01

IToxt Provided by ERI
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olumr- r these -r=ms »ul. ~e slightly higher §f =--. ontrols were
xmits ote, a 3¢ . ti.af toe -~ three items rovesl«e: signiZ.cant
diffe:v: .- among respon emr- -assifled accordiae schoc . posit..»
and t - idministr-ators apwesrwc CC D2 muSt recept t ai. of these
ideas.

Or. two uif - ~ itews (i~ and 20) in this gr..ap dic not reve
signif: =t diffcrences -1 responses classified ac-crdimg to sche
position. Niaety-two percent .f the faculty respo--wents were rec  lvs
toward hiring teack=ws or ciwe ‘wmsis of their interwmasss and specia. pil-
ities as well as cextificatisw stasws (compare this with only 79% w <h-
ing to recruit taschasrs sm the basts of special immmrests and skil.
amd 857 were recaptive tamapd participatism in s sshmo]l where teache—:
are provided in-service traimhug opportmnities lammiimg to increased
responsibilities snd salawrias.

Although the total vespsssss to the remsinsmg two ites (6 and ~
were heavily weighted by the large msmmber o¢ respumsiants in the facul-
group, it is mesmimgfwl to mete that the typicm rwesponse to these
items was arousms 501 mgresamat Thus, Emmgtawscy dmes nNot seem espe—
cially high teusste: giwviag wmxhers who dwee dessmstrated emseptional
skill increamsd mempsumsthilities snd smieries 96). Receptivity towsrd
permittimg teachews tx vamk steescsment b gamtaslly assunimg adminis-
trative roles (#7) wes mighws shes wight be empmessad. Note that
pesrents were least ssmmptiam ™ this traditioms. sssespt and that twe

adwministretors were uast vepupthee.

-

Systeme sel!-reaswg]. TYhe wategory is rapresenmted by the foli-w-
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t- ers ge .erally fee. that universit.ss, Jdemomstr.ticn

. ls, ar research centers are set T f r developing and

t+« _.ae new educariomal theories: t:ls = r - a part of the

(. :-=room r le.

2 Le. ..ers' imstructicas. activitie- v lete—(ned bv v-ilien
ssiructicna. goals.
rot. < 12 i_ can be seen that the : we = . significan- c:tfer-

ences retwe—- .ontrc. and experimental groups o1  lese items, but that
both items = .eals signiricant differences according to the schood

position ¢ as=ifications. Again the administrat.zs were generally the
most iecent .+ or unreceptive, depending on the =Z.rectioun ot the iter

toward the :aeas expressed in these items

TABLE 12

Systems Self-demne 2

- 2 >
Item x“~-Cantrol- x --School
Number Schocol Position sgree Uncertain Disacree Experimental Positiom
e} Administrators 4.3 17.2 T
Facultv 6.2 1.5 a7 3
Non-ze2aching 28.9 1.7 RIS .
Others= 4.6 1.1 5. 2 1.97 88.67
Paremrs +1.7 20.8 375
Total 20.2 18.6 6C 2
26 Administrators 53.4 15.1 Z1.5
Faculry 51.2 21.3 Z7.5
Non-teaching +5.7 34.1 20.3 x
Others 11.1 26 2 22.7 .70 21.08
Paments 34.2 28.1 17.7
Toral 51.8 2.6 24.6
®=Traditional .rtems ~€.01

accoumtawility The f.ve ivems repreduced behow meiate to account-

ability in flexible staffimg.

23. the school meriodically empimiss to paremts and to the pwblic =
general the objectives of the school amd the exrent to which
thev are met .
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*24. much of the teachers' time is spent in instructiomal activities
which cannot be evaluated in terms of student behavior.

27. pupils' achievement is a factor used in evaluating tcachevs'
performance.

29. budgetary appropriations are related to educational cbjectives.

31. the school periodically asks parents and the public for their
opinions about school policy and oshlectives,

The summarized responses to these items appear in Table 13. The
response to the two items 23 and 31 relat:ing to the interact:on of

TABLE 13
Accountability

Item xz——Ca-zrol~ xz——School
Number School Position Agree Uncertain Disagree Experimental Position

23 Administrators 91.4 5.4 3.2
Faculty 94.3 3.8 2.0
Non-teaching 9.8 6.4 2.8 - <
Others 96.5 2.8 0.7 t:é)s (gég
Parents 96.9 3.1 0.C
Total 94.1 4.1 1.8

*%24 Administrators 22.0 19.9 58.2

Faculty 29.0 25.2 45.7
Non-teaching 28.8 34.5 3.7 "
Others 23.7  30.9 45.3 3.5 23.64%
Parents 24.0 41.7 34.4
Total 27.3 28.2 44.5

27 Administrators 60.2 16.1 23.7
Faculty 42.7 2.7 35.6
Non-teaching 51.7 23.8 24.5
Others 67.6  18.3 16.1 313 58.36%
Parents 71.1 1.6 15.5
Total 51.2 20.3 28.5

29 Administrators 82.8 6.5 10.8
Faculty 74.4 14.5 1.1
Non-teaching 64.7 25.2 10.1
Others 82.1 9.0 2.0 2.49 23.63*
Parents 79.4 12.4 82
Tot.l 75.3 1‘..3 .-"

31 Administrators 88.0 6.5 3.4
Faculty 80.0 8.9 11.1
Non-teaching 8l1.1 7.7 11.2
Others 91.0 6.9 2.1 .58 25.682%
Parents 93.8 5.2 1.0
Total 83.6 7.9 8.5

Q _
ERIC #%=Traditional Items #p<.01

IToxt Provided by ERI
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schcol and public 7= guite favorable. Ninety-four percent of the
respondents incicazei a desire to participate in a school which ex-
plained the obtjectz es of the school and the extent to which theyv are
met to the public. There were significant group differences acceording
to schocl posiz.on =n the se ond of these items. Here, only abrut 80%
of the teachers an. fon-teaciing personnel were in favor of asking

the public 1or <. inions amout school policy as opposed to nearly 90

or more -f the cther uroups. It is interesting to note that the par;nts
agreed rie nost sad disagrecd the least with these items.

In the :=. :ning three items, there were significant differences
anong the sch . -. position categories. Parents were very uncertain
(41%) about . ether they wanted teachers' time spent in instructional
activities wi-<r coild not be evaluated in terms of student behavior.
The other gro.ps were generally but not highly unreceptive toward this
idea. Sevent -one peercent of the parents were in favor of using pupils'
achievement for eval.ating teacher performance but only 43% of the
teachers liked this idea. The response toward relating budgetary appro-
priations t- educational objectives was generally favorable. Approxi~
mately 80% of the administrators and parents and 75% of the teachers
were receptive to this idea.

Conclusion. Guly seven of the comparisons between control and
experiméntal groups revealed significant differences on Form 02. These
differences were in statements which reflected the following areas of
the Conceptual Model: individualism, collegiality, workflow structure,
and perpetuation structures. In addition, 21 of the 31 items revealed

significant differences among the various school positions. Overall,
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the adniaisiraters seesed o be the most receptive toward flexille
stafting concepts and the least receptive toward traditional staffing
concepts. Twenty of the twenty-four items which demonstrated signifi-
cant oifferences fell in the conceptual categories cf the workilow
structures, perpetuation structures, systems self-renewal, and account-
ability. Only one of the five items in the colleglality category
revealed significan. differences among the school position classifica-
tions. and neither of the two items in the individuality category

revealed such differences.

Interrelationships of Forms 01 and 02

The administrators seemed to possess the best understanding of and
were mo.e ceceptive toward flexible staffing than any of the other
groups. Chi-square analyses of the administrators' responses to the
31 items did not reveal significant differences between Forms 01 and 02
for any items. Thus, the proportions of the administrative group who
perceive flexible staffing concepts correctly and who are receptive
toward them are very similar. For example, on those items where only
half the group correctly perceived flexible staffing, only about half
of the other group of respondents indicated they would like to partici-
pate in such a school.

The same chi-square analyses for the group of teachers revealed
ten items where significant differences occurred between perception
(Form 01) and receptivity (Form 02). The responses to these items for
teachers only are presented in Table 14. In four instances the teachers
were more perceptive than receptive:

*]1. individuals doing their own jobs independently.
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%], Te..hers boiing doties difrerent only in subiect matter or
p"xde Zovel
18. purcidse i materiels rather than filling an autherized
position.
D6, writteu goais Lo Jdetefnlne te-zihiels' activities.
The first two of fie.o liew- —xpressed traditional concepts: the last
two, flexible stafitiag «on =pis,

On si- o5 the iteans, th. teachers were more receptive than percep-
tive. These -1y items, a.l flesille staffing concepts, related to:
4. teachers and adwlnistrators interacting as equals.

14. recruiting teach-rs wirh special interests and abilities con-
sistent with schionl objectives.

17. part-time employment of teachers.

19. eruloving teachers on the basis of special interests and
abilities as well as certification status.

23. explanation of school goals to parents.

30. teachers feeling responsible for helping solve school proublems.
In the first four items listed where correct perceptions were higher
than favorable attitudes, it appears that there are some concepts of
flexible staffing of which individuals were aware but not receptive.
In the last six items it appears that individuals were receptive toward
some ideas of flexible staffing without realizing that these ideas
represent flexible staffing.

It is interesting to note that the responses to the items are quite
similar across the two forms, even for those items reported in Table 20
where significant differences occurred between the various groups. More
controlled research into the relationship of perception of and recepti-

vity toward some flexible staffing concepts might be due primarily to

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 15

Percentage Lifferences in the Agreerent Responses
of the Contrcl Group and the Experimental Group
on Perception [tems

e S e ST RIS TR T pratiomgegn et

Items Consistent With Ttems Consistent YWith
Flexinle Staffing Traditional Staffing

s e e e eem— = e —— R

Experimental Group
exceeds Control
Group by 5K or wore
Agreemen*

16 2

Controul f;roup
Agreement exceeds the
Experimen~al Group by
$% or more Agreement

Experimental Group
and the Control Group
have less than 5/
difference

e ——— A ., - = ——— -

——— - -

control group by 5% and, conversely, the number of items where the
agyreement level of the contrul group exceeded the agreement level of
the experimental group by 3% ur more. These results demonstrate that
thurs is a definite tendency for the experimental group to agree more
vith statements consistent with flexiblr staffing and that the con-
trol group to agree more vwith statements consistent with traditional

steafting.

— = - - e s o = e
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TABLE 16

Percentage Differences in the Agreement Responses
of the Control Group and the Experimental Group
on the Receptivity Items

Items Consistent With Items Consistent With
____Flexible Staffing Traditional Staffing

Experimental Group
exceeds Control
Group by 5% or more
Agreement

16 3

Control Group

Agreement exceeds the
Experimental Group
Agreement by 5% or more

Experimental Group
and the Control Group
have less than 52
Difference
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Part 2
Status Study on Projeét Goals, Goal Priorities,
and Goal Implementation
Introduction

Essential to the assessment of the impact of the School Personnel
Utilization Program was an evaluation of the goals upon which each project
based its plans, proéesses, and activities. The delineation of objec-
tives and the establishment of goal priorities during the developmental
stage of each project were identified as two important dimensions of the
SPU program. As a first step in the evaluation it was necessary to
develop a standard set of goal statements which would be comprehensive
enough for project personnel to ;ccurately and completely describe their
projects in terms of explicit, discrete goals. In order to have an
expectation of the type of goal implementation which would hopefully take
place within projects during the near future, the second step in the
evaluation established the goal priorities of each project. In summary,
it was necessary to determine first whether certain goals were included
in the project, and second, to determine the priorities assigned to them
by the project leadership. A logical ensuing step was a survey of the
extent to which concrete efforts toward the fulfillment of project goals

had been planned for and/or implemented.

Method
A selected list of 27 goal statements relating to six dimensions of
the conceptual model was prepared from the more compreliensive set of SPU

goals (see Appendix 2 for the complete list of revised SPU goals).
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Specifically, six goal statements were selected which related t: role und
salary differentiation, four statements were related to in-service tr:ining,
four statements referred to fulfilling individual needs, seven statements
referred to communication, three statements related to professicnalism,

and three statements referred to evaluation. While each dimeusion of the
conceptual model was not propcrtionately represented, it was felt that the
list of 27 goal statements was both comprehensive and concise¢ when one
considers the extent of the overlap of the dimensions of the conceptnuasl
model.

From the goal statements + srototype evaluation instrument was devised
to measure the criteria of '"g ... importance' and '"goal implementatiom."
This insirument was field tested on approximately 30 project directors and
evaluation specialists at the SPU-LTI workshop held in Colorado Springs,
Colorado, and revised on the basis of the results. The revised instrument
was again field tested on the staff of the Norwood School, Dade County,
Florida. At each field testing, and in the final version, respondents were
requested to add goals which they felt should be included in the goal state-
ments. As a result of the field trials, the final revision of the instru-
ment contained revised goal statements, and each goal was illustrated by a
specific example of a goal-related school activity. The final instrument
was designated as Form 03, and it is presented in full in Appendix IlI.

In the final form, each respondent read a goal statement, then indi-
cated how important he felt the goal statement was to his project and
what he perceived to be the state of implementation of the goal in his
project. Each respcndent indicated his perception of the importance of
each goal statement and the degree tc which it had been implemented on

two scales which followed each goal statement. On the importance scale



the respondent checked a "0" i he ¢ i not consider the statement to be a
project goal, checked a "1" if 'ne ; .al was of .ittle Importance, checked
a "2" if the goal was of moders-e inportance, checked a "3" if the geal
was of considerable importance, - a '"4" 1f the goal was of the greatest
importance. After completing a response to the importance scale, the
respondent then completed the implementation scale. He checked a "o" it
he felt the goal was not a project goal, checked a "1" if he felt a litcle
planning had taken place to implement the goal, checked a "I if glans to
fulfill the goal were completed -r mearly commisted, checkec 1 "3" if the
plans and procedures for fulfill=mg zhe goal mmd been partially imple-
mented, or checked a "'4" if the susme and pramsedures for fulfilling this
goal had been fully implemented.

The responses to the instruamme were completed by three major groups
within the 23 U projects. Theme growps were the project directors (mme
individual per project), the proieet -ommittess, and 'other" project par-
ticipants (which consisted mainly = weachers, administrators, counselors,
paraprofessionals, and paremts whc were nor committee members). Of the
23 SPU projects, 18 project commitvess (126 total members), 10 project
directors, 8 "other" groups (107 members) responded to the instrument.

For each group from each school a mean item.relpon.e was calculated for
each statement on the importance scale and the implementation scale.
Therefore, each of the 27 goal statements may be said to have a total of

36 mean responses on each scale: 18 committee means, 10 project directors'
responses, and 8 "other" group means.

In the analysis of the data it was decided that the five categories
of the response scales could be better understood if condensed. Therefore,
all data will be reported on s three unit scale having the following

characteristics:
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IMPORTANCE SCALE:

1. This statement does not represent a goal, or irf - aves,
the goal is not important,

2. This goal is moderately important.
3. This goal is very important.
IMPLEMENTATION SCALE:
1. This statement does not represent a project gmal. - 1t
it does, very little planning to implement the =.7. xas
taken place.

2. The plans for this goal are nearly completed.

3. The plans for this goal are implemented and in
operation.

Form 03 was mailed to project schools shortly before their clasing
for the summer. Of the 23 projects funded through SPU which were selected
for the impoact evalustion, 12 completed and returned Form 03 in time to
meet the extended deadline of this repért. Additional data are currently
being received and will be included in a publication which will appear
subsequent to this report. Those projects which did not respemi to
Form 03 (NR = no response), or who were unable to return their dmta in time

to be processed for this report (RL = received late), are listed below:

Cherry Creek, Colo. (NR) Mounds View, Minn. (M)

Board of Education, Chicago, Ill. (NR) Ontario-Montclair, Calif. (WR)
Coatesville, Pa. (RL) Portland, Ore. (RL)

Kansas City, Mo. (NR) Prince Willism County, %a. (MR)
Marin County, Calif. (RL) Weber County, Utah (WMR)

Some of the projects listed in Table 17 returned data from more than
one school. Since each school typically had its own steering committee,
a mean was calculated for each of the multiple schools within those pro-
jects, and their scores were handled as if they were an independent pro-
ject. Consequently, the number of project committees exceeds the number

of project directors reported in the results.
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Table 17 lists the responses of the 12 projects grouped under three
categories: Project directors, Committee members, and Other individuals.
In three cases the response of the project director either was -t returned
or was not properly idemtified and therefore listed under the Committece
member category.

The responses for each category were tabulated, and the means for
each group, for each school, for each item on Form 03, were calculated.
These results were used in two ways:

1. to rank the goal statements in order of importance amd
in order of the degree of implementation, and

2. to dewelop an importance/implementatior matrix described
later im the results.

3Jecause cr the spotty return and our treetmsmt of the data, the
results of this swrvey must not be extrapulated to represent the views of
all the SPU projects, but must be liwmited = tie population described in
Table 17. The gesographical variety as well as the different types of
schools reporting do, however, allow for sowe generalizing concerning the
general state of flexible staffing i{mplementation across the country.

The full contribution of Form 03, though somewhat dimmed bv the lack
of data, is better demomstrated in the implementation status reported in
Volume IV of this report.

Results

The Ranking of Goal Statements. The responses of the committee mem-
bers on the goal statements were ranked in order to clearly delineate those
goals which were considered by the members to be most important and most
fully implemented. The project committee members' responses were used to
perform this ranking,Aoince this group constituted the largest and most

representative sample of individuals in SPU projects and was the group most
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Table 17

Nunber of Imdividuals Respomding to
form 03 from e 23 TPU Projects

Project Name Preject Committee ther
Digectors —__ Members Inaividuals

Anniston, Alaban. 1 8

Beaverton, Oregce 1 13

.arson Citv, Nevada 1 4 5
WSSSP)

sade County, Fiorilda 5

#ood River, Orsgon 1 5 5
Lagmma Beach, Califommia 1 4 24
Lowaswille, Kemzucky 3
lesm Cewmty, Florida 1 6

Mesa., Arizona 1 9

¥ew York, New York 1 4

Sarasota, Florida 1 22 76
(4 schools)

Temple City, California 8

Wayne County, Michigam 1 3

Brookings, South Dakota 35

(2 schools)

Totals 10 126 107
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likely to know the actual status of priorities among project goals and

the degree of implementation. In Table 18 the ranking of the moals by
importance is presented. The goal number is listad down the left hand
side of the table, and the three "importance levels'" are liste: acrcss the
top cf the taple. Those goals which were ranked by the proje. . committees
as "most important’” appear at the top of the list, and the "least mpor-
-ant" goals appear at the bottom. The ramking process was carriec out on

-he "very impcrtant' column, thus there may not be a strict linearit- of

-ank in the "important" and '"mot importam:" columms.

The ordering of goals on the importamce scale lends itself readily
to interpretation. One very obvious result was that all project commit-
tees considered goal #4 to be very important:

«. To mak. effective use of available resources within
the exi .ing structure.

e.g. Provide teachers wvith sdequate nem-
professional help, such as clerical
aldes amd paraprofessionals, and pwro-
mote community volunteerism to pmewide
additional support of the imstrmctiosal

pregzam.

At least two-thirds of the project committees also considered the follow-
ing goals as very important:

2. To differentiate staff responsibilities as required
by effective accomplishment of tasks.

e.g. Write job descriptions which describe
a logical breakdown of tasks and
recruit personnel on the basis of
those descriptions.

14. To provide each child with learning resources
(human and material) that are appropriate to
his individual needs.

e.g. Training instructional personnel to
develop learning materials based on
performance objectives and vritten
at various levels of complexity.
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Table 18

Goal Statements as Ranked by Project Committees
Responding to the Criteria of Importance

Number of Committees which kated the Goal a-

Coal Statement Nuaber vVery Important Important Not Important
4 18 0 0
2 16 2 0

14 16 1 1
1 15 3 0
7 14 4 0

17 14 4 0

16 13 5 0

13 13 4 1
9 12 6 0

18 11 7 0

20 11 6 1

12 10 7 1

25 10 6 2

27 9 8 1
5 9 5 4
6 9 5 4
3 7 9 2

22 5 11 2

15 5 9 4

10 4 12 2

23 4 12 2

19 4 11 3

11 3 13 2

26 3 12 3

21 2 5 11
8 1 10 7

24 1 0 17
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1. To more ertectively use human resources through
role differentiation and specialization.

e¢.g. Develop a starfing pattern which allows
pecple to assume different amounts of
responsibility and receive commensurate
salary differentials within instructional
and/or administrative divisions.

7. To provide <ontinuvus und relevant stafi retraining
to insure quality instruction in the schools.

e.g. Establishing inservice training programs
based on spacific objectives which pro-
vide for specialization of individual
talent.

17. To insure that decisions are influenced by individuals
whe are responsible for their implementation.

e.g. Establigh decision-making procedures which
actively involve the instructional staff,
students and administrators.

16. 1o establish a climate that encourages interaction
among personnel at all levels.

e.g. Eliminate, where possible, scheduling and
staffing restraints to interaction;
establish problem solving groups which cut
across administrative, instructional staff
student categories.

13. To increase the instructional staff's professional
commi tment to the student.

e.g. Provide training to foster a positive attitude
on the part of the staff toward all children,
regardléss- of their ethnic background,
religion, sex, color or ability.

9. To improve interpersonal relations skills.

e.g. Establish inservice training which is

focused on helping people to work more
effectively with others.

No clear relatioﬁships exist between these goals, except perhaps that
they represent the most highly disseminated dimensions of the concept of
flexible staffing. The following goals were considered as "mot important"

by most of the project committees:




8. To facilitate the professional teacher organization's
roie in combating obsolescence among the instructional
staff of the school.

e.g. Requesting the professional organization's
participation in planning and execution of
inservice training for the instructional
staff.

24, To graduaily transfer credentialing authority tc the
professional teachers' organization.

e.g. Recommnend that the State Department of Education
allow the professional organization to assume
credentialing authority.

21. To establish a means for disseminating infcrmation
concerning the project to other non-project schools

in the system.

e.g. Establishing a teacher exchange system where
project and non-project teachers will exchange
jobs for a period of time.

A logical analysis of these results within the context of the con-
ceptual framework reveals several serious gaps in the alternative staffing
patterns being developed. Goal statement No. 4, which suggests that aides
and clerks be used within the existing conventional staffing structure,
was selected as belng very important by all eighteen project schools. Yet
only seven committees felt that placing teacher promotion on a performance
base was very important (No. 3) and only nine commijttees reported they con-
sidered relating remuneration to the type and amount of responsibility a
teacher assumed as being very important (No. 6). This suggests that many
projects have expani~d the aide's para-professional role rather than the
teacher's professional role. One might speculate that these committees
looked at their own accomplishments in staffing innovation, which at the
most elementary level normally includes the use of clerks and para-
professionals, and labeled them as being very important. Or perhaps the

use of para-professionals and clerks as assistants to classroom teachers

represents the least common denominator of a definition .of flexible
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staffing acccptable to such a diverse group of staffing projects. Whatever
the reason, it must be rather disappointing to the differentiated staffing
evangelist to learn that using para-professionals within the existing
structure was viewed important by project committees twice as often as goal
statement No. 2 (differentiated responsibilities) or goal statement No. 1
(role apecialization tied to salary differentials).

Despite goal statement No. 4's receiving unanimous approval, the re-
maining eight goal statements selected to be very important by most com-
mittees focused on variables requiring changes in the existing organiza-
tional structure--those structures which are established in order to
recruit, employ, retrain and retain human resources for staffing the
organization--and on variables of communication and human relatioms.

Goal statements developed around variables of evaluation and accounta-
bility (goal statements Nos. 25, 26, and 27) were viewed with somewhat less
enthusiasm, but were nevertheless well within the important category.

While the staff of the project schools' planning committees agree
that increased professional demeanor of teachers toward students was a
very important goal of the flexible staffing concept, the list of unimpor-
tant goals (goal statements Nos. 8 and 24) indicates they have not yet
accepted the dimension of professionalism which places the professional
organization in control of the conduct and quality of the performance of
its members. At this point in the development of the concept, teachers
are generally unwilling to invest much into the effort of assuming the
credentialing and quality monitoring and continued upgrading of competence
of their colleagues through a professional organization. Professionalism
in the fuller sense of the term is not viewed as an important component of

the concept of flexible or differentiated staffing (see DeBloois, 1970).
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lable 19

Goal Statements as Rankud by P.uject Committoees
Responding to the Criteria of Implementation Level

— vy e - § i e+ e e

Number of Committeeg Which Rsted the Goal as: e

Coal Statement Number Not a tuul
—_— . _tully Implemunted Plans Nearly Compleied  Little T'lantjuy
2 6 8 b
1 6 7 5

17 5 8 5
14 4 10 4
4 4 9 5
18 4 9 5
5 3 7 8
7 2 12 L)
6 2 8 8
9 1 11 6
20 1 11 6
25 1 10 7
16 0 11 /
13 1 9 8
12 1 ] 9
10 0 8 10
15 0 8 10
20 1 3 12
27 1 5 12
22 0 6 12
11 0 6 12
3 0 5 1
19 0 5 1l
21 1 3 14
23 1 3 14
8 0 3 15
24 0 0 18
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The Project committees’ ranking of goal statements by levels of {mple-
mentation s tound In fable 19, Here the committeces provide a profile of
the status of goal achiievement across the 12 projects. torm 03 was designed
to elicit committee member's perceptinn uf the importance and status of
goal implementation. No <ttempt to document these perceptions was made,
except in the intensive evaluation ot tive projects reported in Volume 1V
of this report., In thuse cise studies, res,onses on Form 0} werc validatel
through on i(ntervich survey.

According to the foregoing tables, only from four to six projects
claimed to have implemented six goala:

2. To differentiate staff responsibilities as required by
effective accomplishment of tasks.

e.g. Write job descriptions which describe a logical
breakdown of tasks and recruit personnel on the
basis of those descriptions.

1. To more effectively use human resources through role
differentiation snd specislization.

e.g. Develop s staffing pattern which allows peopie
to assume different amounts of responsibility
and receive commensurate salary differentials
within instructional snd/or administrative divi-
sions.

17, To insure that decisions are influenced by individuals
vho are responsible for their implementation.

e.g. Establish decision-msking procedures which actively
involve the instructional staff, students, and
administrators.

14. To provide each child with learning resources (human and
material) that are sppropriate to his individual needs.

e.g. Training instructional personnel to develop learning
materials based on performance objectives and vritten
at various levels of complexity.

4. To wmake effective use of available resources within the
existing structure.
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e, Frovide teadher. with adequate uon-professional
help, such as clerical aldcs and para-prufession-
als, and prumote community volunieerism to pro-
vide additional support of the {nstructional

program.

x

18. To establish couperative efforts among tue fnstiuctional

otaff of the school; l.e., collective plauning, imple-

mentation and evaluation.

e.g. Organiziny Jecision-mcking bedies such as academirn
senates, curriculum counsels, and multi-discipline
teaching teams.

From sevea to ten piojects claimed plans nearly complete for these san
goals, while only tour or five projects showed little planniug relative to
these goals.

The influence of the USOE funding guidelines is obvious here. It
appears boti in which goals were chosen to implement, as well as which goals
were deened most important in a flexible statfing endeavor, that project
personnel were keenly aware of the structural. aspects of the concept. Plac-
ing a staff in a vertical hierarchy with speclalized goals, and developing
cooperative planning bodies within the school seemed to take precedence over
socio-psychological considerations as described in the DeBlucis conceptual
model under the headings of Individualism, Collegiality, and Professionalism.

The project personnel of seven to twelve projects felt these eleven

goals were in the process of being implemented:

5. To develop a recruitment policy which is consistent with
stated school objectives.

e.g. Write job descriptions in cooperation with the in-
structional staff based on school objectives to
guide recruitment efforts.

7. To provide continuous and relevant staff retraining to
insure quality instruction in the schools.

e.g. Establishing inservice training programs based on
specific objectives which provide for specializa-
tion of individual talent.
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To relate remunerution to the type and amount of responsi-
bility ovne carries.

e.g. Establish roughly parallel salary schedules for
differen-iated administrative and instructional
positions.

fo improve interpersonal relations skills.

e.g. Establish inservice training which is focused un
helping people tu work more effectively with others.

Te adopt a fcrmal organization which is consistent with
staff perceptions of leadership.

e.g. Seleciing individuals tor positicas of lcadership
based on criteria developed by those directly affected
by the cloice.

To assess the project's progress effectiveness on a continu-
ous basis.

e.g. Training personnel in the organization in formative
evaluation.

To establish a climate that encourages interaction among
personnel at all levels.

e.g. Eliminate, where possible, scheduling and staffing
restraints to in%eraction; establish problem-solving
groups which cut across administrative, instructional
staff, and student categories.

To increase the instructional staff's professional commit-
ment to the student.

e.g. Provide training to foster a positive attitude on the
part of the staff toward all children, regardless of
their ethnic background, religion, sex, color, or
ability.

To develop school policies which are consistent with its
current philosophy concerning human motivation.

e.g. Provide more positive incentives and minimize coercion
as the basis for individual participation.

To provide teacher training institutions infcrmation con-
cerning the expectations staffing innovations require of
pre-service training.

e.g. Establish a cooperative training effort with local
colleges and universities.
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15. Tc improve commtuiication armong all personnel in the organi-
zation.

e.g. Hiring a qualified consultant to work with an
in-house commirtee tu establish an information
flow system.

One might argue, after comparing the list of six most implemented goals
with the list of eleven goals for which plans are nearly complete, that
the tail is wagging the Jog. Perhaps in an effort to fulfill coutractual
agreements with the funding source, or perhaps as a strategy to receive
second or third year funding, projerts have implemented terminal gvals
without having implemented the necessary enabling strategies. As an illus-
tration of this, six projects indicated they had implemented goal Nos.

1 and 2, both dealing with staff differentiation and role specialization;
yet, only two projects indicated they had implemented goal No. 7 which
provides inservice training for role specialization. It appears that

many of the projects are changing labels first to achieve a differentiated
staff, and then training for role specialties later, or not at all.

Along the same veln, it appears that project leadership is attempting
to establish cooperative decision-making bodies (goal statement No. 18,
Table 19) before they provide a staff additional training in interpersonal
relations skills, and before they effect a change in climate of communica-
tion (goal statement: Nos. 9, 16, 12, and 15, Table 19).

Further analysis provides a bit of irony. A comparison of Trble 18
and Table 19 shows that sixteen of the eighteen projects felt fhat continu-
ous formative evaluation (goal statement No. 25) was either very impor-
tant or important; however, only one project claims to be monitoring its
own progress continuously through formative evaluative efforts. Eleven

projects, after a year of operation, have plans nearly complete to
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implement a toriative scheme of eval.atio and seven projects have done
little or no planning for any evaluation of a tormative nature.

Twelve to eighteen of the prujects indicated they had one little or
no planning for the implementation of ten goal statements on Form 03,
From three to five projecis claimed plans were nearly complete for these
same ten goal statements, a.d only one project claimed any implementation
for a number of the ten goal statements. These ten goal statements
include:

26. To establish an accountability system through which
the institution can account for costs in terms of
instructional effectiveness and efficiency to its
several publics.

e.g. FEstablish a program planning system which
ties budgeting directly to educational
outcomes.

27. To develop a comprehensive system for periodic goal
analysis, planning, development, and evaluation of
the instructional program.

e.g. Explore the potential of a system's self-
renewal process model with the assistance
of a qualified evaluation specialist.

22. An increased commitment to have the school staff
maintain a professional role.

e.g. Formal review by the imstructional staff of
all school procedures and regulations in
terms of a Professional Code of Ethics which
encourages the staff to perform in a manner
they assess to be more professional.

11. To help teachers and students become the type of
person they choose to be.

e.g. Encourage constructive pluralism and
diversity rather than conformity to con-
ventional educational roles. Staff and
students are freed from arbitrary restraints
such as dress codes, leisure time use
restrictions, and curtailment of political
activity.
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3. To Jevelcp a performance-based promotion system.

e.g. Estabiisn reliable, valid performance
criteria for promotion which are con-
sistent with the instructional objectives.

19. To insure an equitable exchange of expected services
and benefits between the organization and its members.

e.g. Survey schooli personnel to Jetermine if ceachers
are doing what they anticipated when they were
hired, and if they are being rewarded by the
institution as they expected.

21. Tc establish a means for disseminating information
concerning the project to other non-project schools
in the system,

2.g. Establishing a teacher exchange system where
project and non-project teachers will exchange
jobs for a period of time.

23. To increase the professional commitment of the
instructional staff to the public trust.

e.g. Encourage teachers to act as champions of
sound community policy; counterparts to
public and special interest groups which are
sometimes shortsighted in their educational
views.

8. To facilitate the professional teacher organization's
role in combating obsolescence among the instruc-
tional staff of the school.

e.g. Requesting the professional organization's
participation in planning and execution of
inservice training for the instructional staff.

24. To gradually transfer credentialing authority to the
professional teachers' organizationm.

e.g. Recommend that the State Department of Education
allow the professional organization to assume
credentialing authority.

The Development of an Imppgtaqqq({mplementat{gg Matrix. The importance

of a goal and its level of implementation in a project are two concepts,

which by their very nature are closely linked. 1f a goal is important to a
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project, it should rank hign on the priority list tor the process of impla-

mentation of the goal. If a goal is not important, little time or effort

;i uld be expended in plaenning to implement the goal, and certainly nc un-

fmpo. -t goal should be fully implemented, Of course, "important” is a
_itive term. What is important to a project director may not be impor-

.ant. to a project committee, and so a compariscn of these two groups has

secti made in order to sort out the relationships between the level of

inportance of the goal and its degree of implementation.

To accomplish this task, an importance/implementation matrix was
cevised. The basic form of the matrix consists of three columns repre-
senting the three levels of importance, crossed with three rows which
represent the three levels of implementation. The rows were subdivided
into two sub-rows, one representing the project director and one the
committee. A cross tabulation of the responses of the project directors
and the project committees was made, and the results appear in Table 20.
The results are expressed as percent in order to make simple comparisons
as the percent of goals classified into each category by each group. For
example, in Table 20, column 1, row 1, the project directors have classi-
fied 48.5% of the goals as "very important--implemented," and the committee
members have classified 8.6Z of the goals in the same manner.

A chi-square test of statistical difference between the response
patterns of project directors and project committees was made, and it was
determined that the responses of the two groups were significantly differ
ent (x2 = 211, d.f. = 8, p. less than 0.001). The major differences
between the two groups lie in the proportion of responses placed in the

following categories. The project directors viewed 48% of the goals as
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Table 20

The Classification of the Responses of the
Project Directors and the Project Committees
On an [mportance/Implementation Matrix

Importance Leve]l

e

Implementation Level Very ngprtanﬁ Moderately Imggrtant!ﬁNot Important
Project ;
Director 48.5% 3.7% 1.8%
Plans I —
Implemented
Project .
Committee 8.62 0.0% 0.0%
Project
Director 15.5% 1,82 1.4%
Plans Nearly
Complete
Project
Committee 27. 4% 13.3% 0.0%
Project
Director 10.72 7.7% 7.7%
Not a Goal or
Little Planning
' Project 13.2% 22.8% 13.4%

Committee
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important and implemented, while the committee members only viewed 8.6Z of
the goals in the same manner. The committee members tended to place the
"very important" goals intc the '"nearly completed” or "little planning"
category (committee members exceeded project directors in both these cate-
gories). Again, in both the "moderately important" and "not a goal' cate-
gories, the project directors vicwed the level of implementatibn as being
higher than did the committee members. This response could be the result
of project managers having more current information than committee members,
hence know of more goals which have been currently implemented; or it might
be the "rose colored glasses" effect, in which the project managers have

a different perspective of project activity than do the committee members.
The results of on-sight validation studies, in which evidence of reported
implementation was sought, clearly indicates that the faculties sometimes
underestimate the level of implementation on a school-wide basis; the pro-
ject directors typically overestimate the level of implementation; and

the steering committees most accurately report level of implementation.

It is also interesting to note that 75% of the responses of project
directors fell in the "very important" column compared with approximately
50% of the responses of the steering committees.

The most desirable situation, "plans implemented--very important,"
has the largest total percentage response, a favorable finding. The
"little planning--not a goal category" has a moderately small total per-
centage response, hence is also a favorable finding. 1If a goal is con-
sidered as not important, little time or effort should be expended on the
goal. The "very important--little planning" category has a moderately

large total percentage response, hence is not a favorable finding.
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Ab investigation of specific goals was wade by placing them into the
importance-implementation matrix. An examination of the placement of the
goals in the matrix shows that project directors and project committees
placed gcal No. 24 most often in the 'mot a goal--mno planning" area of the
matrix; thus relegating this goal to the lowest priority on both scales.
The committees also considered goal No. 21 in the same context soal N
24 deals with the process of gradually transferring credentialing authority
to the professional teachers' corganization, and it is not unexpected to
iind all the respondents unanimous in the opinion that this is a goal of
little importance, since this 1s probably the least disseminated and most
"radical" of all the goals proposed for school personnel utilization.

Goal No. 21 concerns itself with the disseminatior .f purie-& informet: =
to othes schools in the system. Project ommittess more frequemtly p'aced
in the area of '"not a goel-—no plamming” while the responses of the pro-
jects ranged more widely over the matrix. The agreement among committees
as to the minimal importance of this goal together with little planning
for it may be a kind of academic ethnocentrism resulting froe the com-
mittees' deep immersion in and concentration on their individual projects.
It is possible that their opinions regarding dissemination will be com-
pletely different following the successful implementation and evaluation
of their more immediate plans. Project directors, being more aware of
the relationship of the project to the total school system and the impli-
cations of the project for the total differentiated staffing concept, |
apparently took a more positive view of the importance of dissemination.

What can be said about the distribution of other goals by directors

and committeeg? As evidence by the chi-square test, trends do not clearly
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emerge. Project directors assigned guals Nos. 1 and 2 to "very important--
plans implencated” with high frequency, while project committees assigned
Nos. 1 and 2 to this category with moderate frequency. For these two

grals. moderate consistency may be a consideration. Both goals are con-
cerned with staf: - . .attern and it is logical that directors and committees
should view them as important. The fact that they also view them as imp le-
mented may be an inii.ation that the majority of the projects have given
highest priority tou staffing pattern regardless of the developmental stage
of the project.

Some .mireritfes hiave buem noted between project directors and com-
mittees, hut there is too much that is contradictory to offer further gen-
eral intei,r .atiom. T[he results of this survey have confirmed certain
a priori 4ssumptions; a major one being thac division of labor between
faculty and aides is a prime goal of the projects; another, that a major
change in traditional credentialing procedure is a rem te (bjective of
school personnel utilization projects; snother, perhaps less substantiated
idea, that dissemination Is an important aspect of project implementation
according to some project directors, but not according to their committees.
Further interpretation must be left to the individual projects to whom the
results of the survey were given. Each one had the opportunity of viewing
his own project in the light of the evidence and in comparison to other
projects. Each project may then make revisions or assign new priorities

as a result of the formative evaluation.
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aool Ferseonnel Utilization
vanl o sStatns Sarvew

Form 173

The purposc of tais survey is to describe the objeatives of the
many SFU projects in terms of a comprehensive sct of underlying geals.
In addition to tihis descriptive function, this questioanaire will te
used to identify shifts in projects goals which often occur Juring the
developmental and implementation stages. The results witl be fed bach
te each project for purposes of self-study and will he incorporated
with the results of other porjects so that others may henefit from
the collective erper l,vm-'e of the SPU piogram,

The questionnaire consists of general goal statements, each of
which is 1llustrated by a specific goal-related activity intended to
Leelp clarify the goal statement. We recognize that in asking you to
describe your project in terms of these general goal statements, we
have set a difficult task, Several activities or objecctives are
often destigned to contribute to a single goal, and a single ohjective
may contritute to several outcomes, including some which are not
fntended. For our purposes, it is important that you specify only
intended goals and outcomes of the SPU project, rather than possible
side effects or related goals of the school for which the SPU project
Las no responsibititv,  Space is provided for you to urfte in thy foal
or goal activity vou have in mind (or may other comment) when in douht
about an answer., lhese comments will be of great value to our inter-

pretation of the data.



INSTRUCTIONS FOR FORH4 03

Please read carefallv.  Detach this sheet and use it for roference

while marking your response sheet,

Scale

Scale

NOTE:

A,

(V)N

Kead cach item as a goal statement and wmark the number on
the anwver sheot which correspends to the most appropriate
of the following responses:

Not considired a project goal at this time.

Considered a project goal at this time, but litile planning
for its fulfillnient has been done.

Plans to tulfill this particular gual are complete cor
nearly complete.

Plans and procedures for fulfilling this goal have heen
partially implemented.

Plans and procedures for fulfilling this goal have been

fully implemented.

After marking vour response to Part A, mark the pumher on
the answer sheet which corresponds to vour percception of
the relative importance of the goal as follows:

Not consfdered a project goal at this time.

A goal of relatively lirtle fmportance to our project.

A goal cf moderate importance to our project,

A goal of considerable importance to our project.

A goal of greatest impc .nce to our project.

Responding positively to the goal does not imply an
acceptance of the example,

BE CERTAIN TO RESPOND TO BOTH PART A AND PART B OF EACH ITEM BEFORE
CONTINUING.



Goals Related to Role and
Salary Differentiation

soal Response Scale Scale
itatement Sheet A B
log.** Nos.
1 2
1. 1/2. To more effectively use human resources through - -
role differentiation and specialization 0 0
1 1
e.g. Develop a staffing pattern which allows 2 2
people to assume different amounts of 3 3
responsibility and receive commensurate 4 4
salary differentials within instructional
and/or administrative division.
Comments:?
3 4
2. 3/4. To differentiate staff responsibilities as
required by effective accomplishment of tasks. 0 0
1 1
e.g. Write job descriptions which describe a 2 2
logical breakdown of tasks and recruit 3 3
personnel on the basis of those descrip- 4 4
tions,
Comments:
5 6
3. 5/6. To develop a performance-based promotion system.
0 0
e.g. Establish reliable, valid performance 1 1
criteria for promotion which are con- 2 2
sistent with the instructional objectives. 3 3
4 4
Comments:®
1 8
4, 7/8. To make effective use of available resources
within the existing structure. 0 0
1 1
e.g. Provide teachers with adequate non- 2 2
professional help, such as clerical aides 3 3
and paraprofessionals, and promote com- 4 4

sunity volunteerism to provide additional
support of the instructional program.

Comments:

RANOTE: All references in finai raport refer to these numbers.




To develop a recruitment policy which is
consistent with stated school objectives.

e.g. Write job descriptions in cooperation
with the instructional staff based
on school objectives to guide
recruitment efforts.

Comments:

To relate renumeration to the type and amount

of responsihility one carries.

e.g. Establish roughly parallel salary
schedules for diffcrentiated adminis-

trative and instructional positions.

Comments:

Goals related to Inservice Training

oal Response
itatement Sheet
los. Nos.
5. 9/10.
6. 11/12.
7. 13/14.
8. 15/16.

To provide continuous and relevant sgtaff
retraining to insure quality instruction
in the schools,

e.g. Establishing inservice training programs
based on specific objectives which pro-
vide for specialization of individual
talent.

Comments:

To facilitate the professional teacher organi-
gation's role in combating obsolescence among
the instructional staff of the school.

e.g. Requesting the professional organiza-
tion's participation in planning and
execution of inservice training for the
the instructional staff.

Comments:?
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Gosal Response Scale Scale

Statement Sheet A B
Nos. Nos.
- 17 18
9. 17/19. To improve interpersonal relations skills.
0 0
e.g. Fstablish inservice training which is 1 1
focused on helping people to work more 2 2
effectively with others. 3 3
4 4
Comments:
19 20
10. 19/20. To provide teacher training institutions
information concerning the expectations 0 0
staffing innovations require of pre-service 1 1
training. 2 2
3 3
e.g. Establish a cooperative training effort 4 4
with local colleges and universities.
Comments:
Goals Related to Fulfilling Individual Needs
21 22
11. 21/22. To help teachers and students become the type - o
of person they choose to be. 0 0
1 1
e.g. Encourage constructive pluralism and 2 2
diversity rather than conformity to con- 3 3
ventional educational roles.. Staff and 4 4
students are freed from a' itrary restraints
such as dress codes, leisure time use re-
strictions, and curtailment of political
activity.
Comments:
23 2
12, 23/24. To develop school policiee which are consistent
with its current philosophy concerning human 0 0
motivation. . 1 1
2 2
e.g. Provide more positive incentives and minimize 3 3
coercion as the basis for individual partici- 4 4

pation.

Comments:




To increase the instructional staff's pro-
fessional commitment to the student.

e.g. Provide training to foster a positive attitude

attitude on the par- of the staff to-
ward all children, regardless of their
ethnic background, rcligion, sex, color
or ability.

Comments:

To provide each child with learning resources
(human and material) that are appropriate to
his indivi ‘ual needs.

e.g. TIraining instructional personnel to
develop learning materials based on
performance objectives and written
at various levels of complexity.

Comments:

Goals Related to Communication

Goal Response
Statement Sheet
Nos. Nos.
13. 25/26.
14. 27/28.
15' 29/30.
16. 31/32.

To improve communication among all personnel
in the organization.

e.g. Hiring a qualified consultant to work with
an in-house committee to establish an in-
formation flo+ system.

Comments:

To establish a climate that encourages inter-
action among personnel at all levels.

e.g. Eliminate, whcre possible, scheduling and
staffing restraints to interaction; estab-
lish problem solving groups which cut
across administrative, instructional staff
and student categories.

Comments:
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Goal Response
Statement Sheet
Nos. Nos.

17. 33/34.
18, 35/36.
19. 37/38.
20. 39/40,

To insure that decisions are influenced by
individuals who are responsible for their
implementation.

e.g; Establish decision making procedures
which actively involve the instructional
statf, students and administrators.

Cpmments:

To establish cooperative efforts among the
instructional staff of the school; {i.e.,
collective planning, implementation and
evaluation,

e.8. Organizing decision-making bodies such
as academic senates, curriculum counsels,
and multi-discipline teaching teams.

Comments:

To insure an equitable exchange of expected
services and benefits between the orgs -ization and
and its members.

e.g. Survey school personnel to determine if
teachers are doing what they anticipated
vhen they were hired, and if they are
being rewarded by the imnstitution as
they expected.

Comments:

To adopt a formal organization which is con-

sistent with staff perceptions of leadership.

e.g. Selecting indiviuals for positions of
leadership based on criteria developed

by those directly affected by the choice.

Comments:

Scale
A
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Goal Response
Statement Sheet
NoSs. Nos.
21. 41742,
Goals R
22. 43/44,
23, 45/46.
24, 47/48.

lated to Professionalism

To estsblish a means for disseminating in-
formation concerning the project to other
non-project schools in the system,

e.g. Establishing a teacher exchange system
where project and non-project teachers
will =2xcnange jobs for a period of time.

Comments:

An increased commitment to have the school
stairl maintain a professional role,

e.g. Formal review by the instructionai
staff of all school procedured and
regulations in terms . f a Professional
Co.e of I'thics which encourages the
stuif to perform in a manrer they
ass.s8 to Le more professional,

Comments:®

To increase the professional commitment of
the instructional staff to the public trust,

e.g. Encourage teachers to act as champions
of sound community policy; counterparts
to a public and special interest groups
which are sometimes shortsighted in their
educational views,

Comments:

To gradually transfer credentialing authority

to the professional teachers' organization.

e.g. Recommend that the State Department of
Education allow the professional organi-

-zation to assume credentialing authority.

Comments:
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Cogle Re
Goal Respunse
Statement Sheet
Nos. Nog.
250 ’09/\0.
26, 51/52.
27. 53/5%.
Part 1I.

i@t

A8t d L

Lo Lveiualdin

Tv assess the projoct’'s progivas ctfvtives
ness O @ contlnuous bawis.

e.g. (raining personnel in the organization
i{ntormat ive evaluation,

Commente!

. To establish an accountability system through

which the institution can account for costs
i terms of instructional etfertivencsa and
ef ficiency Lo its weveral publics.

e.g. [Establish a program planning system
which ties budgeting directly to
educational outcomes.

Comments

To develop a comprehensive system for periodic
goal analysis, planning, development, and
evalustion of the instructional program.

e.g. Explore the potential of a system's
self~-renewal process model with the
assistance of » Qualified evaluation
specialist.

Comments:

List below any goals-which were not covered in items 1 - 54,
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